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KENTUCKY JAIL EVALUATION STUDY 
 

Introduction and Project Overview 
Kentucky, like many other states, has experienced significant overpopulation and escalating 

costs in the correctional system, especially in relation to housing felons (KY Department of 
Corrections, 2005; Lawson, 2005). County jails have always temporarily housed convicted 
felons waiting to be sent to a prison facility (controlled intake) and parole violators.  However, in 
1992, the Department of Corrections entered into a partnership with  the local and regional 
county jails in the Commonwealth of Kentucky that would allow Class D, lower risk felons to be 
housed in these local and regional jail facilities to serve out their entire sentences instead of 
serving out their sentences in state level institutions. These Class D offenders are typically 
serving sentence lengths of one to five years. Subsequently, in the year 2000, this partnership 
was extended to include Class C felons classified for community custody1.  Currently, some 73 
local and regional county jails have entered into this arrangement with the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky’s Department of Corrections (KYDOC).   

KYDOC pays each of the regional and local jails $30.51 per day per state inmate for the 
custody services they provide.  This amount includes $1.91 per day to pay for medical care 
required for state inmates housed in county facilities.  As hosts to these state inmates, the local 
jails are required to provide meals and lodging; in addition, the Class C & D Operations Manual 
specifies that jails  must  provide a General Education Program for all interested state inmates. 
Many of the jails provide other rehabilitative programs as well.  The Commissioner of the 
Department of Corrections, John Rees, has reported that there is wide variation in the number 
and types of programs offered to state inmates in Kentucky’s regional and local county jails.  
Some jails have demonstrated higher rates of success than others in regard to service and 
program delivery outcomes.    

In cooperation with the Kentucky Jailers Association, the Commissioner of the Department 
of Corrections developed a plan for evaluating the services and programs that are available for 
state inmates at local jails.  There is also a mutual interest in developing an incentive-based 
program with objective criteria for KYDOC to reward jails that provide superior required 
programs and that develop and implement programs and services that are not required.  

To accomplish this objective, the Kentucky Department of Corrections entered into a 
Memorandum of Agreement with the University of Louisville, Department of Justice 
Administration to conduct such an evaluation and develop recommendations for objective 
criteria to be used in providing additional incentives for jails that are performing above the 
minimal requirements for housing state inmates. The Department of Justice Administration 
subcontracted with the Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation–Louisville Center for 
assistance in conducting the study. The Memorandum of Agreement project’s period of 
performance  is November 15, 2004 through December 31, 2005.  

Study Objectives 

The proposal submitted by the University of Louisville and the Pacific Institute for Research 
and Evaluation identified the following primary goals for the jails:  

1) Identify programs and services that are being provided in the jails; 

2) Determine if certain jails are outperforming others; 
                                                 

1 For the purposes of this study, those minimal risk Class C and D felons who are eligible to serve out their 
sentences in a county jail facility shall be referred to as “state inmates.”  
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3) Assess program and service outcomes for the purpose of developing standards that 
could be used for incentive criteria; 

4) Assess the value of the jails to the community, the relationships between the jailer, the 
county executive office and available community resources; 

5) Determine the extent to which policies related to drugs and other contraband have been 
developed, implemented and documented within the jails; 

6) Examine the extent to which an incentive-based system should replace or supplement 
the current method for distributing funds; and 

7) Determine the feasibility of gauging inmate satisfaction with the programs, services, and 
policies implemented by the jails. 

After an initial human subjects protections review by the University of Louisville’s Institutional 
Review Board (IRB), the study team determined that Objective 7 was not feasible for the current 
study.  Inmates are a special protected class of research subjects and, because participation in 
this study could have been perceived as coercive rather than voluntary, safeguards to protect 
confidentiality could have been easily compromised, especially in smaller jails where privacy 
would be impossible.  Subsequently, the evaluation team explored potential outcome measures 
for jail performance incentive criteria such as GED completion rates, inmate safety, quality of life 
issues, and substance abuse-related issues such as drug possession violations.  Semi-annual 
jail inspections by KYDOC assess whether policies and procedures are in place for reporting 
inmate jail standards such as food, housing, exercise, and medical care requirements, as well 
as incidents involving contraband violations, suicide attempts, and escape attempts.  The 
project team decided to focus on the number and types of rehabilitative programs and services 
offered to inmates.   

The overall objective of this study was to collect information about how jails implement the 
state inmate program that could assist KYDOC in developing a jail performance incentive 
system.  In addition, we explored the possibility that such a system could be integrated with the 
current jail inspection process so that selected jail performance outcome measures that are part 
of widely accepted practices promoted by the American Correctional Association could be 
readily assessed for each full service Kentucky jail.  Information for the study was collected from 
jailers and their staff representing 25 randomly selected full-service jails across the state.  

The following report is organized into five main sections.  The first section presents 
background information related to the increasing problem of prison and jail overcrowding and 
escalating costs to states for housing inmates  and provides a description of how other states 
have used local jails to house state inmates. We then present a detailed description of the 
methodology that was used for the study followed by results of the study, recommendations for 
a proposed jail incentive system, and a summary of our findings.                       

Background 
The Crisis in American Corrections 

Overpopulation, increasing costs and limited resources have characterized corrections in 
the United States for decades, especially since the 1970s (Stinchcomb, 2005). The rate of 
incarceration doubled between 1985 and 2002 when the U.S. inmate population reached a 
record high of 1,367,856 (U.S. Department of Justice, 2003). By 2000, state prisons were 
operating between 1 percent and 16 percent above capacity, and federal prisons were at 33 
percent above capacity. Twenty percent of the correctional facilities in America were under court 
order or consent decree to reduce overcrowding or address conditions of confinement (Stephan 
& Karberg, 2000; U.S. Department of Justice, 2003). 
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The overall number of offenders in the U.S. increased rapidly over the past two decades, 
much more rapidly than the population as a whole. For example, in 1980, the population of the 
United States was about 226 million (Bureau of Census) and, as Table 1 indicates, the number 
of Americans in some form of corrections (including probation, parole, jail, or prisons) was about 
1.8 million or 0.8 percent of the total population (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2004). By 2000, 
the U.S. population had grown to 281 million, an increase of about 24 percent since 1980. The 
corrections population by comparison exploded to 6.9 million, an increase of 383 percent. In 
fact, as of 2000, almost 2.5 percent of the American public was in the corrections system (e.g., 
in prison, jails, on probation, parole, etc.) (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2004).  

Table 1. Correctional population in the United States for selected years (in 1,000s) 
Year Probation Jail Prison Parole Total 
1980 1,118 184 320 220 1,842 
1990 2,670 405 743 531 4,350 
2000 3,826 621 1,316 724 6,445 
2003 4,074 691 1,394 775 6,934 

 
As the number of people involved with corrections has increased, so has the number of 

Americans who are incarcerated. The number of incarcerated Americans was about 1.1 million 
in 1990 and about 1.9 million in 2000, representing a growth rate about four times as fast as 
population growth (Beck & Harrison, 2001). 

Increases in the number of incarcerated Americans have been paralleled by increases in 
spending on prisons and other corrections facilities. However, spending for rehabilitation 
services for offenders (e.g., job-skills training, mental health treatment, and substance abuse 
counseling) has not kept pace (Donohue & Siegelman, 1998). 

The burden of corrections-related costs has been increasing in recent years and has more 
than doubled the rate of increase for educational expenditures in many states (Stephan, 2001; 
U.S. Department of Justice, 2004). Annual operating costs average about $22,650 per inmate 
annually, and more than three fourths of the dollars spent on corrections goes to prisons 
(Stephan, 2001).  If amortization and prison construction costs are considered, the figure rises 
to approximately $36,000 annually per inmate (Donohue & Siegelman, 1998).  

The overpopulation problem has been attributed most often to mandatory sentencing laws, 
particularly as related to drug offenses in recent years (Stinchcomb, 2005). Mandatory 
sentencing has resulted in an increase in the proportion of drug offenders who have been 
sentenced to prison and to an increase in the length of time these offenders typically serve. 
Nationally, between 1985 and 1995, the population of drug offenders in state prisons increased 
by 478 percent. This is more than double the increase for any other offense category (Mauer, 
1999). Interestingly, the rate of increase in incarceration for drug-related offenses is much 
greater than the increase in reported illicit lifetime drug use since 1985.  For the U.S. population 
aged 12 years and older, reported illicit lifetime drug use was 36.7% in 1985, 37.6% in 1994, 
and 45.6% in 2004, respectively (SAMHSA, 2005). 

Mandatory sentencing has had the logical consequence of increased overpopulation and an 
increase in construction of new prison facilities. However, most states soon found it impossible 
to keep pace with the need for additional inmate beds. In 1994, Congress responded by making 
large grants available for prison construction. However, the availability of these funds was 
contingent upon the passage of “Truth in Sentencing” legislation for violent offenders in the 
various states.  This legislation required violent offenders to be incarcerated for 85% of their 
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sentence.  By 1997, all 50 states had enacted Truth in Sentencing legislation, which increased 
the number of violent offenders incarcerated (Stinchcomb, 2005).   

The relationship between drug use and violent crimes has been established by a number of 
studies (Hendrickson & Gerstein, 2005; Cocozza et al., 2005).  According to the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, one out of six criminal offenders reported committing a crime to obtain money 
for drugs (Bureaus of Justice Statistics, 1999; U.S. Department of Justice, 1999). 

As a result of these policy priorities, state legislatures have been looking for ways to reduce 
the prison overpopulation and associated costs in order to reduce the strain on available 
resources and  improve the results of corrections in their various states.        

States’ Responses to The Crisis 
States have responded to the problem of prison overpopulation, escalating costs and limited 

resources in a variety of ways. As of 2002, some 19 states had made contractual arrangements 
with local city and county governments for housing some classes of state inmates. Kentucky is 
one of these states. An additional eleven states have arrangements for state inmates awaiting 
transfer in local jails due to postponement or delay issues (Camp, 2003).  

To assess how other states use local jails to house state inmates, we requested information 
from corrections department officials in the  states that were identified in the 2002 edition of the 
Corrections Yearbook as states that contract with county jails.  Officials from 11 states indicated  
that they have some type of agreement with county jails that allows these jails to house state 
inmates for  all or part of their sentences.   Officials from some states reported that all county 
jails in their state participate in their state inmate program, while others reported that they 
contract with less than 20% of the state’s county jails to house state inmates.  

The types of state inmates housed in county jails range from work release offenders to non-
dangerous felony offenders, felony probation violators, and other categories of minimal risk 
offenders. The length of sentenced time served in county jails varies from a portion of the total 
sentence to the entire sentence. The proportion of state inmates in county jails varies   from a 
low of 2% to a high of about 20% of the total state inmate population for states.    

Generally, the practice of using county jails to house state inmates has been in existence for 
some time.  One state reported having had such an arrangement with county jails for twenty-
four years.  A few states reported that this practice had only been in effect in recent years. A 
majority of these states (N=9, 82%) reported having a contractual agreement with county jails 
for housing state inmates with a per diem rate that ranges from a low of $15 to a high of $55 per 
inmate per day. Most of these states (N=8) do not provide incentives to counties (or county 
jailers) as enticements to provide high-quality programs to state inmates who  are housed in 
county jails. However, one state’s correctional department offers incentives to county jailers to 
keep operational cost down, while another state correctional department offers extra per diem 
as an incentive for specific performance criteria. None of the jails have actually taken advantage 
of the opportunity.  The following is a summary of the arrangements with county jails as reported 
by representatives of the 11 states’ department of corrections.   

 Ten of the states have contracts with county jails to house state inmates eligible to serve 
out their sentences in county jails; three have contracts with some of the county jails for 
some state inmates to serve part of their sentence in county jails.  All but one requires 
jails to meet certain jail standards to participate.  (See Appendix A for examples of 
contracts). 

 Most states specify conditions and performance requirements that jails must meet in 
their contracts; one has a written policy that is provided to jails; none provide an 
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operations manual for the state inmate program, although their contracts specify 
operational procedures.  

 Inmates typically eligible to serve all or part of their sentence in a county jail include: 
those currently eligible for work release, those serving as penitentiary trustees, non-
violent inmates, minimum or community custody level offenders, inmates sentenced to 
state custody and waiting for a bed at state facilities, a few classified female inmates, 
unclassified inmates, felony offenders and probation violators with a felony, and short 
term inmates close to release. 

 Inmates not eligible include:  rapists, escapees, murderers, sex offenders, and those 
with reported disciplinary infractions. 

 The length of the sentence that inmates are allowed to serve in county jails varies from   
the minimal amount to the entire sentence. Typically, these state inmates in county jails 
have been sentenced to incarceration of three years or less but sometimes can serve as 
much as six years in the jail. 

 Some states use jails as transitional housing (similar to a halfway house) for inmates 
eligible to be housed in a local jail only after they have served a portion of their sentence 
in a state facility.  

 The number of state inmates housed in county jails ranged from a low of 34 to a high of 
4,000.  For most states, these inmates represented less than 8% of their state inmate 
population; for some, they represented as much of 20% of their state inmate population. 
All eleven states reported paying a per diem to county jails.  One state reported that 
county jails submit competitive bids which determine the rate.  

The Kentucky Experience 
Mandatory sentencing, tougher penal policies, and court orders limiting the number of 

inmates that could be housed in state institutions in the 1970s and into the 1980s resulted in an 
inability in Kentucky to build prisons fast enough to accommodate  the need for additional beds 
(Lawson, 2005).  The result was a practice of leaving convicted felons in county jails for 
indefinite periods of time until there were beds available in state facilities. From 1982 to 1986, 
the numbers were relatively small, ranging from 564 in 1983 to 623 in 1986. Then, in 1986, the 
number almost doubled; by 1987, there were 1,187 state inmates housed in Kentucky’s  local 
and regional county jails.  

Soon, local governments were complaining about the financial burdens they were asked to 
bear, and state inmates complained about being incarcerated in local jails rather than state 
facilities. Both groups filed lawsuits that reached the state supreme court in 1988 (Lawson, 
2005). 

The court held that the state has a constitutional responsibility to provide for the care and 
custody of state inmates. However, the court also said the state could satisfy this obligation by 
contracting with local jails for the care and custody of state inmates under direct supervision by 
the state. By 1990, the number of state inmates housed in local  jails increased to 1,795, then 
decreased suddenly to 1,342 with  the completion of Phase I of the Eastern Kentucky 
Correctional complex and the housing of inmates in the private facility known as the Lee 
Adjustment Center (Lawson, 2005).   

To reduce overpopulation, the Commonwealth had also launched a very intensive effort to 
expand facilities during the 1990s as the number and percentage of state inmates in local jails 
continued to increase. By the end of the decade, 3,236 state inmates were housed in local jails 
(Lawson, 2005).  In 1992, encouraged by the Supreme Court ruling, the state acted to obtain 
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legislative authority for the practice that had been in existence since 1982 of incarcerating state 
inmates who had been convicted of offenses defined by the Kentucky  penal codes as less 
serious felony crimes: “Class D” felons receiving sentences of no more than five years’  
imprisonment (Lawson, 2005).    

Due to the continued excessive inmate flow from the court system, the state obtained 
additional legislative authority in 2000 to house some persons convicted of Class C felonies 
(Lawson, 2005). Only those Class C felons classified for community custody (non-violent) by the 
Kentucky Department of Corrections were included in the program (KY Criminal Law and Motor 
Vehicle Handbook, 2005).  

A review of the record of incarceration suggests this authority came none too soon.  The 
total inmate population for Kentucky increased from 15,047 in 1999 to 17,330 in 2003.  During 
this period, the number of state inmates housed in local jails had increased by 1,798. This 
means that 78% of all new inmates incarcerated between 1999 and 2003 ended up serving their 
time in local jails rather than in state facilities (Lawson, 2005). In June 2005, there were 17,163 
inmates in county jails, about 5,718 (33%) of which were state inmates (KYDOC Jail Population 
Report, 2005).  

Implementing the Class C and Class D Program 
The law relating to Class D Felons under KRS 532.100 states that “if a Class D felon is 

sentenced to an indeterminate term of imprisonment of five (5) years or less, he shall serve that 
term in a county jail; in a county in which the fiscal court has agreed to house state prisoners; 
except that, when an indeterminate sentence of two (2) years of more is imposed on a Class D 
felon convicted of a sexual offense enumerated in KRS 197.410(1), or a crime under KRS 
17.510(11) or (12), the sentence shall be served in a state institution. Counties choosing not to 
comply with the provisions of this paragraph shall be granted a waiver by the commissioner of 
the Department of Corrections.”  Also, …”a Class C or D felon with a sentence  of more than 
five (5) years who is classified by the Department of Corrections as community custody (non-
violent) shall serve that term in a county jail in a county in which the fiscal court has agreed to 
house state prisoners if: (a) beds are available in the county jail; (b) State facilities are at 
operating at full capacity; and (c) halfway house beds contracted with the state are being fully 
utilized at the contract level as of July 15, 2000 (Kentucky Criminal Law and Motor Vehicle 
handbook, 2005). 

The Statute further provides that any jail housing Class C or Class D state inmates shall 
offer programs as recommended by the Jail Standards Commission which have been 
incorporated into the KRS. It also specifies that the Department of Corrections shall promulgate 
administrative regulations establishing required programs for a jail that houses state inmates.  

Finally, the statute  stipulates that Class C and Class D felons serving their time in a local jail 
are still state prisoners and the Department of Corrections is required to pay the jail in which the 
prisoner is incarcerated  a per diem amount determined according to the Kentucky Revised 
Statute. 431.215(2) (Kentucky Criminal Law and Motor Vehicle handbook, 2005). 

The Department of Corrections developed an Operations manual for Class D Felons 
Housed in County Jails in 1982 and it is reviewed every 2 years.  It was updated in May 2005 
and was renamed Operations Manual for Class C and Class D felons housed in County Jails. 
This manual, developed by the Jail Standards Review Committee  provides the guidelines to be 
followed by local jailers in implementing the program. The manual includes information related 
to custody levels, work programs, furloughs, meritorious good time, educational good time, 
medical care, inmate pay for work, parole review and parole plans.  



 

 
 

7

Through jail inspections conducted twice a year by the KYDOC,  it has become apparent 
that there is wide variation across the state’s 73 full-service jails regarding how the state inmate 
program is implemented.  This variation was confirmed during site visits by the study team to 25 
randomly selected jails (See Results section below). It was discovered that some jails perform 
at a higher level for required programs such as GED classes while others go beyond the 
minimal requirement for the few Class C and Class D inmates housed in their facility.  

This study evolved out of a desire by Commissioner of Corrections John D. Rees and his 
staff, who are very interested in encouraging local jailers to develop and implement significant 
programs for  state inmates.  The Commissioner has been considering the possibility of 
providing additional funds or other incentives to  jails that perform at a superior level, and it is  
important to him and his administration that such a program be administered in a fair and 
objective manner. Therefore, Commissioner Rees initiated this study, which was designed to: 
(1) assess the programs and services being offered in the various jails housing state inmates; 
and (2) develop recommendations for jail performance criteria for an incentive program to 
encourage improved performance.        

Methodology 
Jail Sampling Procedures 

The KYDOC works with 73 full-service jails to house state inmates as stipulated by the 
Kentucky Revised Statutes (KRS).  For the purpose of this project, one-third, or 25, of the 73 
jails were randomly selected, based on a computer program, for site visit and subsequent data 
collection. The list of the 25 randomly selected jails for site visits and data collection was 
presented to the DOC for approval. The 25 jails represented a diverse spectrum of the 73 jails 
along the following dimensions:  

1) geographic regions (Western, Eastern, Central, Northern, and Southern Kentucky);  

2) programs and services (jails with more or less and varying types of programs and 
services);  

3) socio-economic status (e.g., unemployment rate, poverty, average income, percentage 
of workforce, etc.);  

4) population density (high and low populated counties);   

5) operating costs and revenues (e.g., high, medium and low budget jails); and 

6) capacity of jail (e.g., large, medium and small jails). 

Measures and Survey Instrument 
To develop a supplemental incentive compensation system, the study team considered the 

type of inmate and program information the jails would need to document in order for the 
department to assess whether they met certain performance criteria for receiving the 
supplemental funds. Since the department was interested in developing “standards” for program 
implementation and inmate participation as well as professional standards for jailer and deputy 
jailer qualifications, the team focused on developing questions to determine what documentation 
on programs, services, staffing, etc. currently exists across the sample of jails.  Questions were 
also included that would allow us to develop a descriptive profile of jailers, jail staff training, and 
qualifications.  Because contextual variables such as  size of the jail,  number of beds and  
current capacity of the jails, operating budget, sources of operating funds, number of staff, and 
classroom space could also be important factors in determining whether jails can implement 
programs for state inmates, we also included measures to assess these factors.  
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A draft of the questionnaire was developed and pilot tested with a jail that was not selected 
for our sample.  The jailer who responded to the pilot questionnaire had worked in various 
positions in jails for a number of years, had served as an adviser for other county jails, and had 
also worked in a privately run prison. He advised us that while some jails have “sign up” sheets 
for their inmate programs, most would not be able to report to us the exact number of 
participants in each program.  He gave us valuable feedback on important information that 
would be of interest to the department in developing an incentive system and made suggestions 
regarding  how we should ask questions to assess the jails’ current recordkeeping systems, 
organizational variables such as sources of operating funds, types of community organizations 
that provide services to the jail, and the types of work programs in which state inmates typically 
participate. The questionnaire was revised significantly following the interview.   

We also determined that the type of information we were requesting could not be readily 
accessed from jail records during an interview.  As a result, we faxed the questionnaire to the 
jailer at least one  day before our visit so that he could enlist the assistance of his administrative 
staff in compiling the information.  While this helped tremendously, the interview still took an  
average of 90 minutes to administer as jailers often volunteered additional important information 
that was not on the questionnaire.  After the first few interviews, we added a few of these 
questions and called back jailers who had already been interviewed to retrieve this additional 
information.  The final questionnaire included the following measures (See Appendix B for 
actual questionnaire): 

1) Total bookings in 2004 and the number of state inmates; 

2) Percentage of females and minorities;  

3) Recordkeeping practices and documentation of programs, parole hearing process and 
timeliness of reporting of information to the parole board; 

4) Number and types of programs and services, including number of participants and how 
often the programs are offered; 

5) Training and prior correctional or other related job experience of the jailers;  

6) Training jail staff have received; 

7) Jail operational improvements needed as indicated by jailers and jail staff; 

8) Budgetary issues (e.g., operating costs, sources of revenue, etc.); 

9) Relationship between jailers and their county government and community resources; 

10) Public awareness of jail activities regarding the benefits of the jails to the communities;  

11) Medical services and co-payment arrangements, and  

12) Other state inmate-related program issues (e.g., classroom space, inmate work 
programs, etc.).  

Data Collection Procedures 
All of the data collection protocols were reviewed and approved by the institutional review 

boards (IRBs) of the University of Louisville and the Pacific Institute for Research & Evaluation 
(PIRE), as well as KYDOC, prior to its implementation.   

After the 25 jails were randomly selected, the Department faxed a letter from the 
Commissioner to the jailers that provided an overview of the study and its objectives and 
requested that the jailers cooperate with the study team in meeting with the team and providing 
information necessary for the study. To efficiently organize the site visits, the 25 randomly 
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selected jails were divided into regions so that the site visits could be accomplished in seven 1-3 
day trips by the study team.  Prior to each site visit, the survey was faxed to the county jail.  An 
introductory letter accompanying  the questionnaire  provided additional information about the 
study and was followed up with a phone call to ensure that the questionnaire had been 
received.  This pre-site visit communication allowed the jailer to: (1) arrange for other 
operational staff to be present during the site visit; and (2) review the data elements that were 
requested on the questionnaire in order to extract relevant information from their database and 
staff, as required. Several of the jailers had already completed the questionnaire prior to the 
study team’s arrival.  For each site visit, two to five project team members visited each county 
jail to administer the questionnaire, verify the jailer’s understanding of certain questions, correct 
responses that were inconsistent, ask follow up probing questions, and record additional 
information voluntarily reported by the jailer or his staff.  In some cases, the jailers provided 
published information on their jails, such as brochures, summary reports, demographic profiles, 
and programs and services, to the project team for review and consideration. After meeting with 
the study team, several jailers invited the team to take a guided tour of the jail.  

Analytical Procedures 
Two types of organizational data were obtained from survey administration: quantitative and 

qualitative data.  The quantitative data included items that could be easily summarized in a 
quantitative manner, such as counts of inmates, percentages, or questions with discrete 
response categories that could be translated into quantifiable answers for analysis. The 
qualitative data were elicited by asking open-ended questions or conducting follow-up probing 
for clarification or understanding of an issue.  This allowed the jailers to report information that 
they thought was important for an understanding of the factors that have an impact on how they 
operate their jails or are relevant to their Class D program.  The quantitative data were coded 
numerically and entered into a question-by-question Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) generated database by a data entry program staff member. Since the sample size is 
relatively small (n=25 jails) for inferential statistical analysis, a descriptive analysis was 
performed using SPSS to determine frequencies, means, percentages, and the various ranges 
of responses. The qualitative data was transcribed into a word document and arranged by 
questions across the 25 randomly selected jails. The responses were then extensively reviewed 
for common themes and content  so that categorical data, when appropriate, could be coded 
and entered into the database for analysis.    

Results 
Descriptive Profile of County Jail Populations 

Jail Capacity  
According to a DOC weekly report from jails for the week of June 24, 2005, the 73 full-

service county jails in Kentucky had a capacity of 12,225 inmate beds.  The DOC report 
indicated that 14,880 inmates were actually housed in jails during that week, meaning that 
Kentucky jails were over capacity by 2,655 inmates, or 22%.  This overcrowding pattern was 
also observed among the 25 jails in our sample (See Table 2). The DOC report indicated that 
for the same week in June 2005, the sampled jails had 3,426 beds but housed a total of 4,302 
inmates, representing a total of 876 (25.5%) inmates over capacity across all 25 jails.  On 
average, there were 137 jail beds for every 170 inmates.  While the number of inmates over the 
jails’ capacity averaged 40 inmates,  the 25 jails ranged from one to 100 inmates over capacity.  
Table 2 also presents a summary of jailer responses to questions regarding the total number of 
inmates “booked” in 2004, the number and percentage of state inmates, the number and 
percentage of the inmate population representing minority groups and females, and the jailers’ 
estimates of the number of bookings that were drug-related. 
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Table 2. Jail Capacity and Population 

Range  Total 
(All 25 jails) Average Minimum Maximum

Number of Jail Beds, June 2005 3,426 137 17 342 

Number of Inmates, June 2005 4,302 171 18 403 

Number of Inmates Over Capacity, 
June 2005 

876 40 1 100 

Number of State Inmates in Sampled 
Jails, June 2005 

488 20 0 67 

Estimated Total Number 2004 Bookings 
for Sampled Jails 

 Minority Population 
 Female Population  

87,849 

16,161 
16,801 

3,514 

18% 
18% 

600 

1% 
0% 

9,059 

58% 
32% 

Number of State Inmates, 2004 
 Minority Population 
 Female Population 

9,685 
905 

1,172 

421 
15% 
10% 

24 
0% 
0% 

1,429 
43% 
27% 

Estimated Total Inmates Incarcerated 
for Drug-Related Offenses, 2004 

61,340 68% 25% 95% 

 
Some of the jails have the capacity to house inmates from other counties or states, and a 

few house federal prisoners (See Table 3). Nine (36%) of the randomly selected county jails 
house federal inmates, and seventeen jails (68%) house inmates from other counties.  
Interestingly, all 9 (100%) of the jails housing inmates from other counties and 16 (94%) of the 
17 jails housing federal inmates were among those operating over capacity during the week of 
June 24th.  These jailers reported that a significant portion of their inmate population comes from 
other counties that do not have adequate space or have closed their jails.  Some jailers reported 
that they sometimes send their local state inmates to other counties because it allows them to 
accept inmates from another state that pays a higher per diem than Kentucky.  Some jailers 
reported that they “trade” local inmates to other counties because of behavior or security 
problems.   While this movement of state inmates between county jails appears to be fairly 
common, it can create a problem for DOC in keeping track of where state inmates are being 
housed as well as for the Kentucky Parole Board in tracking down inmates eligible for a parole 
hearing (see Record Keeping section below).    

Jail Population 
Of the total number of bookings for county jails in 2004, state inmates accounted for an 

average of about 12% (See Table 2).  Inmates representing an ethnic minority group and 
females each accounted for an average of about 18%. Some counties reported a sizable 
Spanish speaking population.  Jailers reported that most of these are migrant farm workers or 
other laborers in the country with temporary work permits.  While a few jails have Spanish-
speaking staff, most reported that interpreters are available through volunteers or the court 
system. Several counties reported that they do not house female inmates.  While some stated 
that this is because of space and staffing, others volunteered that female inmates are more 
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difficult to house and place more demands on correctional officers.  Several county jailers 
reported that they send their female state inmates to another county or to a state facility.   

Drug Offenses. Based on the jailers’ reports, drug-related offenses accounted for the single 
most common reason for incarceration at the county jails. The jailers’ estimates for the 25 jails 
ranged from 25% to 95% for a mean of 68%.  Jailers reported that among inmates arrested for 
drug-related offenses, methamphetamine was the most commonly abused substance, followed 
by Oxycontin and cocaine.  One western Kentucky jailer reported that methamphetamine and 
gang problems are their biggest offender issues.  Jailers mentioned another drug offense 
related problem that impacts jail overcrowding and operating expenses: operating a 
methamphetamine lab. Because this  is considered a serious offense, these inmates are often 
incarcerated with no bond or high bonds and remain in the jail for a long time before trial or 
sentencing without generating state revenues to pay for their housing. 

Table 3. Jail Inmates from Other County, State, or Federal Systems 
County Jails Housing Other Inmates Number of Jails Percent 

Federal Inmates 

Other County or State Inmates 

9 

17 

36% 

68% 
 

Five of the jails in our sample reported plans approved by their county government to either 
expand their existing facility or build a new jail due to the problem of overcrowding.  Of the 25 
jails in our study, 2 (8%) have current plans to expand their jails and another 3 (12%) are 
planning to build new jails (See Table 4).  In addition, nine more jails (36%) are planning to 
request approval within the next two years either to expand their existing jails or build  new 
ones.  Assuming that our sample is representative of the 73 full service jails in Kentucky, DOC 
could expect that, over the next few years, as many as 40 (56%) counties could expand or build 
new jails if requests submitted to their local government are approved.  (See Appendix C for 
responses from additional jailers not included in our sample regarding plans to build or expand 
their jails.)  

Table 4. County Jails’ Plans for Expansion 

Expansion of Jail Facility Number 
of Jails Percent 

County has approved plans to expand current jail 

County has approved plans to build new jail 

Plan to request approval to expand jail within next 2 years 

Plan to request approval to build jail within next 2 years 

No current plans to expand or build a new jail 

2 

3 

7 

2 

11 

8% 

12% 

28% 

8% 

44% 
  

Jail Budgets and Sources of Jail Operating Revenue 
Operating Budget and Sources of Revenue 

For most counties, the funds to operate the county jail come from the county’s general fund, 
which is generated by taxes levied on the residents and businesses in that county.   Most have 
a “jail fund” and a jail budget that are prepared annually by the jailer and submitted to the 
county’s fiscal government body for review and approval.  The study team recognized that 
operating costs, revenue sources, and the amount of funding available to operate the jails have 
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an important impact on the state inmate program and services available for inmates.   To help 
us understand the county jails’ financial management systems, we asked a number of questions 
regarding their operating budget and their sources of revenue.  Table 5 below presents a 
summary of our findings. 
 
Table 5. Operating Budget & Sources of Revenue 

Range  Average Minimum Maximum 

Estimated Annual Jail Operating Budget, 
2004 

$2,009,271 $298,252 $6,447,832 

Operating Cost per Booked Inmate in 2004 $571.80 $497.09 $711.76 

Funds Received for Housing Inmates, 2004 
 State Inmates 
 Other County Inmates 
 Federal Inmates 

Commissary Profit For Inmate-Related 
Services, 2004 

Long Distance Phone Commissions 

 

$428,851 
$142,021 
$109,149 
 
$35,334 
 

$6,000 

 

$0 
$15,000 
$93,000 
 
$2,000 
 

$44,849 

 

$1,245,581 
$269,042 
$1,245,581 
 
$225,000 
 

$150,000 

Types of Fees   
Jails Charging Inmate Fees 

 Booking Fees 

 Housing Fees  

 DUI Fees 

 Bond Fees 

 Work Release 

 Social Security Fees 

 Court Fees 

 Other Sources (e.g., home incarceration, etc.) 

Range 
$20 – $55 per inmate booking 

$5 – $40 per day 

$5 – $25 per offense 

$5 – $25 per offense 

$10 – $25 per day 

$400 – $28,400 per year  

$2262 – $69,416 per year 

$20,000 – $60,000 per year  
 

Overall, the average annual estimated cost for operating a county jail in 2004 was $2 million, 
with the 25 jails ranging from a low of $298,252 to a high of over $6 million.  The average daily 
number of inmates across the 25 jails was 199 inmates, ranging from a low of 18 inmates to a 
high of 488 inmates. Accordingly, the average cost per inmate per day across the 25 jails was 
$31.65, ranging from a low of $8.93 to a high of $83.26.  

On average, 21% of the total operating funds were generated from housing state inmates, 
7% from housing other county inmates, and 5% from housing federal inmates, respectively. The 
per diem paid by other counties to local jails to house their inmates varied and ranged from $22 
per day to $30 per day.  One jail reported sending its state inmates to other counties so it could 
house Indiana inmates since the per diem ($39) is higher than Kentucky’s per diem ($30.51).  

Some jailers said they negotiate with the U.S. Marshall in their area to house federal 
prisoners and reported that the amount they receive is based on a formula that the U.S. Bureau 
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of Prisons has established.  One jailer reported that he houses federal prisoners at a rate of 
$44.65 per day plus full medical coverage.   

In general, state inmates can be a source of revenue for county jails (based on state daily 
per diem rates) that can help offset the costs for housing other inmates.  However, a number of 
jailers reported that they do not have the facilities to house state inmates to serve out their 
sentences and are forced to transfer these inmates to other jails.  Some expressed the view that 
state inmates can actually be a drain on the county budget because the judge will often 
sentence these inmates to “time served.”  The consensus among the jailers in our study is that 
this is a significant problem because the state only pays the per diem for state inmates after 
they have been sentenced.  As a result, an inmate arrested for a felony can remain in a county 
jail for a number of months at the county’s expense, then go to trial and be given a “time served” 
sentence.  In these cases, the state does not reimburse the jail for incurred expenses.  After a 
challenge to this practice by a county jail, the KY Supreme Court ruled that the state is only 
required to pay the per diem and medical costs for felons after the first day following sentencing.  
Nonetheless, several jailers expressed the view that the state should reimburse county jails for 
housing felons found guilty retroactive to the time they were booked or at least from the date of 
their conviction.    

Revenue Generated from Inmates 
Telephone Commissions.  Telephone commissions are clearly a major source of operating 

income for jails.  The inmates call their families collect and the jails receive a large commission 
on the amount the phone company receives.  In our study, these amounts ranged from $6,000 
per year to well over $150,000 per year, with an average of $44,849.   

Commissary Profits. Commissary profits averaged over $35,000 per year (See Table 5). 
There is a lack of clarity among some jails as to how commissary profits can be spent.  While all 
jailers acknowledged that these funds must be used for inmate services and cannot be used to 
pay for mandated equipment or services (such as beds), interpretation of what is allowable 
varies widely.  Some have bought trucks to use for transporting inmates to community work 
sites; some have used these profits to pay for staff to operate the canteen; some have used the 
funds to pay for  medical care for inmates. While some jails reported that they call the State 
Auditor’s office if they are unclear about what is allowable, others seem to use their own broad 
interpretation of what falls into the “inmate benefits” category.  One jailer reported that his 
county judge is pressuring him to use the commissary profits to defray operating costs.  A 
handbook is being developed by the Department of Corrections and  the State Auditors to 
provide guidance to jails on how commissary profits can be used.   

Other Fees.  Other fees collected from inmates (with varying degrees of success) include 
home incarceration fees, weekend fees for work release inmates, housing fees, DUI fees, etc.  
These accounted for an average of $80,461 in operating revenue per jail per year (this excludes 
revenues from housing state inmates, other county inmates and federal prisoners, if applicable). 
Table 5 presents the number of jails charging various types of fees and the range of amounts 
that are charged to inmates.  While most jails charge housing fees, collection of the fees is 
difficult, and some jails are more successful than others. Some hire collection agencies; others 
deduct owed housing fees from canteen accounts.   

Self-Sustaining Jails  
A few jails reported that they are “self-sustaining.”  Generally, this means that they are 

housing inmates from counties that have little or no local jail capacity; they have facilities to 
house several state inmates (often from other counties) and federal prisoners, and they 
maximize their other sources of revenue such as long distance commission, commissary profits, 
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and fee collection  from inmates whenever possible (e.g., housing fees, bond fees, medical co-
pays, etc.).  Some jails that are self-sustaining do not include the debt service the county pays 
on bonds, loans, etc. related to capital investments to build or expand their jails.  However, most 
jails are not self-sustaining, and the jail budget represents a sizable portion of their county’s 
general tax revenue fund.   

Jailers clearly disagree on whether expanding local jails to house more state or federal 
inmates is a cost-effective strategy.  While some believe it is the only way to become self-
sustaining and stop the drain on county budgets resulting from the increasing number of 
inmates, others believe that the costs can actually increase due to the debt burden and  
heightened responsibility for medical costs (one jailer reported having to pay for an eye 
transplant).  The jailers reported that overcrowding influences judges’ sentencing decisions.  For 
example, one mentioned that his District Judge often avoids incarcerating misdemeanants or 
non-violent offenders due to the overcrowding situation in his county.  However, this jailer 
believes that as soon as the jail is expanded or a new jail is built, there will be increased 
pressure to change that policy, and costs for housing offenders who may have otherwise served 
out their sentence in the community will soar.  

Compensation for Inmate Work Performed in the Community 

Jails typically do not receive income for the work inmates perform for their counties.  
However, as explained in more detail below (See Inmate Work Programs), inmates, particularly 
state inmates, often perform a significant amount of public service work in their communities at 
a huge cost savings to the county.  Strikingly, the average estimated annual value of the work 
performed by state inmates in the county for the jails in our sample is $411,213.  Most of the 
jailers calculated this annual dollar value using the minimum wage of $5.45 and without 
benefits.  Some used slightly higher wages because skilled labor such as painters and building 
and construction laborers could not be obtained at minimum wage rates.  Several jailers  
reported that they participate in the State’s Litter Abatement Program, which provides some 
revenue to the county for inmates picking up trash on state highways. Another source of 
revenue is recycling income, which is generated by having inmates pick up and sort cans, 
cardboard, or other recyclable items.  A few jails reported that they manage the 911 Dispatch 
out of the jail, which can be a considerable savings to the county.  

Jailer Perceptions of Most Serious Budgetary Issues and Remedies 

Jailers were quite aware and forthcoming about the serious budgetary issues they face in 
operating a county jail. Several common themes emerged in response to our question   
regarding their perception of the most serious budgetary issues that they face in the operation of 
their jails.  

Six jailers (24%) mentioned overcrowding and insufficient bed space; 4 (16%) mentioned 
inadequate operational funding to cover the cost of housing inmates and unforeseen expenses 
like equipment replacement; 12 (48%) mentioned rising medical expenses for inmates; 6 (24%) 
felt that the most serious issue is inadequate pay, benefits and training for staff; 2 (8%) jailers 
expressed the view that the per diem from the Department of Corrections for housing state 
inmates in inadequate; and 4 (16%) mentioned other issues, such as the increasing number of 
mentally ill or drug addicted inmates.  

When jailers were asked what remedies they thought are most needed  to address these 
issues, the majority (64%) responded that the State needs to increase the per diem and medical 
funding for State inmates, pay for time served for felons found guilty, and contribute toward 
housing county inmates   A few said that the most important remedy for their jails was a new 
facility or expanding the existing jail (28%). One (4%) believed that his jail needs on-site medical 
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staff; 4 (16%) either mentioned pay raises, and better benefits or Hazardous Duty pay for jail 
staff. One (4%) jailer requested additional staff for the jail, and 2 (8%) mentioned additional staff 
training.   A few responses fell into the “other” category, such as the jailer who expressed the 
view that until his jail’s  county elected a new County Judge Executive, nothing would change 
for the better.  

Table 6 presents a summary of the most commonly mentioned issues. 

Table 6. Jailers Assessment of Budgetary Issues 

 Number 
of Jailers Percent 

What do jailers see as the most serious budgetary issues?   
 Overcrowding; insufficient bed space 
 Inadequate operational funding (for county inmates; 

unforeseen expenses) 
 Rising medical expenses for inmates 
 Inadequate pay, benefits or training for staff 
 Inadequate funding for state inmates 
 Other (increasing number of mentally ill or drug addict inmates) 

 
6 
4 
 

12 
6 
2 
4 

 
24% 
16% 

 
48% 
24% 
8% 

16% 
What remedies do jailers think are needed to address budgetary 
issues? 

 Need new facility or expand existing jail 
 State needs to increase per diem and medical funding for state 

inmates; pay for time served; contribute to housing county 
inmates 

 Need on-site medical staff 
 Pay raises; better benefits; Hazardous Duty pay 
 Additional staff needed 
 Additional training needed 
 Others (need a new county judge, etc.) 

 
 

7 
16 

 
 

1 
4 
1 
2 
3 

 
 

28% 
64% 

 
 

4% 
16% 
4% 
8% 

12% 
NOTE: Jailers were allowed multiple answers so responses do not add up to 100%. 

 
Involvement of County Judge Executives in Jail Budgeting and Operations 

We found wide variation in the relationship between the jailer and the County Judge 
Executive in preparing the annual budget and in jail operations in general.  Some have a close 
working relationship with their fiscal government and either take the lead or have significant 
involvement in preparing the annual jail budget.  Others reported a strained relationship with 
their County Judge Executive and serious differences in philosophy on how to manage the jail 
effectively.  One jailer reported that he never  sees his annual budget, while another jailer 
reported that in addition to preparing  his annual budget, he has a financial manager on staff 
and they perform their own billing and accounting functions.   A few jailers expressed the belief 
that the state inmate program was initially started to provide financial relief to counties.  

Impact of Circuit or District Court Sentencing Practices 
In addition to the problem of case backlog that may result in long delays between arrest, 

trial, and sentencing, the philosophy and sentencing practices of circuit and district court judges 
can have an important impact on jail overcrowding.  While some judges seem to be sensitive to 
the problem and use home incarceration, probation, and other incarceration alternatives liberally 
such as drug courts, some jailers reported that their circuit or district judges are very 
conservative and frequently order incarceration for even minor offenses.  The sentencing 
practices of these judges can exacerbate the problem of overcrowding and the jailers’ ability to 
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obtain financial relief by releasing bed space for state inmates.  For example, one jailer reported 
that a judge in his county sentenced 2 people to 180 days in jail for not having a Kentucky 
Fishing License.   

Descriptive Profile of Jailers 
According to the Department of Corrections, Kentucky is the only state in the U.S. where the 

county jailer is elected.  Under section 100 of the state constitution, the qualifications for a jailer 
are as follows: at least  24 years of age, a citizen of Kentucky, a resident in the state for two 
years, and one year of residence in the county preceding the election.  This is the case for all 
counties in the state except Jefferson and Fayette. (Kentucky Constitution, Section 100, ratified 
August 3, 1891 and revised Sept 28, 1891).  Because the Department is interested in 
establishing higher standards for jailer qualifications, we collected information about educational 
background, training, and prior experience for each jailer in the study.  Table 7 below 
summarizes our findings. 

Table 7. Jailer Qualifications 

 Number 
of Jailers Percent 

Educational Background 
 Less than High 
 High School 
 College/Vocational School  
 Bachelor Degree 
 Master Degree 
 Higher than Master Degree 

 
2 

10 
5 
6 
1 
1 

 
8% 

40% 
20% 
24% 
4% 
4% 

Other corrections experience jailers had prior to being elected 
as jailer. 

 Previous experience as deputy jailer or other jail position 
 Previous experience in law enforcement or criminal justice 

(sheriff, state police, attorney, etc.) 
 Association through family members who were jailers 
 Managed a farm or local business 
 Held other government job 
 Professional job (counselor, journalist, etc.) 
 Labor (coal miner, truck driver, farming, steel mill worker, etc.) 

 
 

11 
11 

 
2 
5 
5 
2 
7 

 
 

44% 
44% 

 
8% 

20% 
20% 
8% 

28% 
NOTE: Jailers were allowed multiple answers so responses do not add up to 100%. 

 
Education and Experience 

Overall, about 40% of the jailers from the 25 randomly selected jails were high school 
graduates, and another 8% had less than a high school education,  About one-fifth (20%) of 
those jailers had a college or vocational school education, and one-fourth (24%) of them had a 
bachelor’s degree.  A small proportion of the jailers (8%) had a Masters Degree or higher. One 
jailer had a law degree, one was a certified school teacher, and a few had business degrees or 
had taken college level courses in business management.  

A majority of the jailers reported that they had prior corrections experience before they were 
elected to the jailer position. Eleven (44%) had previous experience as a deputy jailer or in 
another jail position; 11 (44%) had previous experience in law enforcement (sheriff, attorney, 
state police); and 2 (8%) jailers  had been involved with jails for a number of years through an 
association with family members who were jailers.   
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Other prior relevant job experience included 2 (8%) jailers who held professional positions 
(counselor, journalist, etc.). A number of jailers had no prior corrections experience, 5 (20%) 
jailers said they had managed a farm or local business, 5 (20%) had held government jobs, and 
7 (28%) worked in various unrelated jobs, such as laborer, coal miner, truck driver, farming, 
steel mill worker, etc. 

Jailer Training 
Most jailers reported receiving at least the minimum 40 hours of jailer training per year 

required by the DOC.  In addition, most jailers reported taking courses in healthcare, EMS, 
CPR, firearms, tactical defense, and a variety of other courses offered by NIC, AJA, and other 
corrections associations.  A few jailers had attended the police or sheriff’s academy at Eastern 
Kentucky University (EKU).  

Salary, Compensation, and Tenure 
The salary of jailers is established by the state and is based on the population of the county.   

Jailer salaries ranged from just under $62,000 to a high of over $90,000 (See Table 8). In 
addition, jailers receive approximately $3,000 per year for training incentives. Some jailers also 
receive Hazardous Duty (HD) pension benefits for themselves and their staff. A number of 
jailers expressed the view that all jail staff should receive (HD) benefits, and one commented 
that “police officers get it even though they may only come in contact with a violent offender a 
few hours a week, whereas our employees are in contact with a number of violent and mentally 
ill offenders every day.“  The number of years that the jailers had served in their positions 
ranged from less than 3 and up to 24 years, with ten years as the average. 
 
Table 8. Jailer Salary, Compensation, and Tenure 

 Range 
 Average Minimum  Maximum 
Annual Salary $74,942 $61,860 $91,0255 

Tenure as Jailers, Years 10 3  24 
 
Jail Staffing 

One concern expressed by jailers regarding any proposed incentive plan for compensating 
jails that house state inmates is that they are already understaffed and would have difficulty 
providing additional staff for more inmate programs.  It is clear from Table 9 below that the 
number of jail staff across the 25 jails, as well as the staff to inmate ratio, varies widely. 

The majority of jail staff is comprised of full-time employees, with the total number of staff 
reported by jailers ranging from 4 to 114.  However, as Table 9 illustrates, some jails  employ a 
considerable number of part-time staff and a large number of volunteers. When including all 
fulltime staff employed by the jails, the full-time staff-inmate ratio ranges from 1:2 to 1:9, with an 
average of 1:6 (See Table 9). One jailer reported that his jail has a part-time program from 
which all fulltime staff are recruited.  He believes that part-time staff serve as a good recruitment 
pool since the jailer and deputies get an opportunity to gain a better sense of the staff member’s 
strengths and weaknesses before accepting that staff member for fulltime employment. 
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Table 9. Jail Staff Description 
 Range 
 Average Minimum Maximum 

County Jail Staffing 
 Full Time Staff 
 Part Time Staff 
 Volunteers 

 
32 
5 

18 

 
4 
0 
0 

 
114 
25 

100 

Staff-Inmate Ratio 1:6 1:2 1:9 

Staff Starting Salary (Hourly Rate) $8.75 $6 $11.89 

 
Staff Wages 

The variation in the hourly pay for jail staff ranges from a low of $6 to a high of $11.89 for 
starting pay. The average hourly starting pay is slightly under $9 (See Table 9). In some 
counties, the pay level is set by the county, and there is very little influence from the jailer.  Most 
counties  have an accelerated pay scale with incremental increases after 90 days or a year.  
However, some counties pay the same amount to employees whether the employee  is a 
supervisor or not. Most jails seem to have a maximum on their pay scale at around $10 per 
hour.  

One jailer reported that his jail has a good evaluation program for staff.  After each 
performance review by the staff supervisor, the jailer and the deputy meet the staff to discuss 
strengths, weaknesses, areas for improvements, and future goals. This jail also has a retirement 
program for staff. 
Staff Training 

Most jailers reported that they and their staff receive some training beyond the 16 hours per 
year DOC requires for the staff.  However, there is wide variation across the jails on the amount 
and type of training that the jail staff receives.  At one end of the training spectrum, jail staff 
members receive minimal training in CPR, firearms, self-defense and first aid.  At the other end 
of the spectrum, one   jail reported 1,396 hours of training for the jailer and his staff over the last 
two years. While most jailers reported  that their staff could use more training than the 16 hours 
that are mandated by DOC,  several said they did not  have the resources to provide more 
training. A number of jails reported that they use the “Training of Trainer” method—sending a 
few staff to specialized training who return and train the other jail staff—to reduce costs.   

Those jails that exceed the 16-hour minimum reported supplemental staff training courses 
sponsored by a number of law enforcement and jailer associations (the Kentucky Jailer’s 
Association, the Federal Bureau of Prisons, American Correctional Association, etc.).  The most 
frequently mentioned were courses on ethics, force, complaints, mental health, anger 
management, suicide prevention, and profiling; administering small jails; office manager 
training; Major’s training; Captain’s training; Advance Deputy training; Sergeant’s training; 
pepper spray certification; tactical defense; medication dispensing; and computer training. Some 
jailers felt that the DOC should sponsor staff training on taser guns, riot control, and special 
response teams.  A number of jailers supported the idea of a Jailer and Deputy Jailer Academy. 

Staff Morale 
In general, jailers felt that staff turnover is too high because of low wages and benefits.  On 

a number of occasions, when jailers were asked about staff satisfaction with their jobs, they 
consulted with their deputies before responding.  While the majority felt that their staff members 
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were satisfied (See Table 10), most jailers and their deputies agreed that if the staff pay and 
benefits were increased, staff would be more satisfied and there would be much less turnover. 
 
Table 10.  Jail Staff Satisfaction 
 Number of 

Responses Percent 

Generally speaking, how satisfied would you (i.e., 
jailer) say your jail staff are with their jobs?  

 Very Satisfied 
 Somewhat Satisfied 
 Somewhat Dissatisfied 
 Very Dissatisfied 

 
 

10 
12 
2 
1 

 
 

40% 
48% 
8% 
4% 

 
Variations in Jails Management & Implementation of State Inmate Program 

The DOC’s Class C and D Inmate Operations Manual specifies that jails housing state 
inmates are expected to provide programs recommended by the Jails Standards Commission. 
Specifically, jails are encouraged to provide educational courses, library services, and self-help 
substance abuse treatment programs.  In addition, the Manual specifies that jails are to provide 
weekly population reports, document certain types of incidents involving state inmates, routinely 
complete inmate movement forms, provide parole progress reports, provide medical reports, 
and comply with other requirements regarding inmates working in the community.  

To develop and implement an incentive system to reward jails that provide state inmates 
with self-improvement programs and services and still  comply with the guidelines stipulated by 
the Department’s Class C and D Operations Manual,  jail management would need to develop a 
system to provide accurate and verifiable documentation on their respective programs and 
services, including the number of inmates who participate.  For the 25 jails in our  study, we 
assessed the current recordkeeping  and some jail management practices relative to inmate 
programs and services.   
Record Keeping Practices 

Many of the jails in our study have designated a deputy to serve as “State Inmate 
Coordinator.”  The person in this role is usually responsible for maintaining the records for the 
state inmate program.  Again, there is a great deal of variation across the jails on how records 
are maintained on state inmates, as well as regular reporting that is required by the department.  
The following is a summary of the record keeping practices we found across the 25 jails in our 
study.  

Inmate Programs and Services. All but four of the jails (84%) reported that they keep 
complete documentation on the programs and activities in which inmates participate as well as 
the number of inmates who participate in each program or activity. The other four jailers said 
that although they do not currently keep such records, they could and would if they were asked 
to do so by the Department. A few jailers reported that they only keep records on state inmate 
programs such as the Litter Abatement Program.  While only a few currently produce monthly 
reports on program participation, again, most said they could do so if required by the 
Department.   

Incident Reports. Jailers are required to submit monthly reports regarding each prisoner on 
certain types of problems or occurrences involving inmates (KRS 441.105 in KY criminal law 
and motor vehicle handbook with related statutes, 2005 edition, Gould Publications pg 545).  All 
25 jails reported that they keep complete documentation on inmate suicides or attempted 
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suicides and on the number of “walk-aways,” or escapees from the jail. While most jailers 
reported that they had not had any suicides for a number of years,  a few jails did report that 
suicides and attempted suicides are a problem and are sometimes related to outdated security 
procedures, such as having accessible TV cords.  Interestingly, three of the 25 jails reported 
that they do not currently keep records on the incidents of inmates’ substance use violations. 
One jailer volunteered that his jail  routinely drug tests  state inmates who go out to work in the 
community.  

Parole Hearings. Four of the jails reported that they do not keep complete documentation on 
the number of inmates due at parole hearings each month and would not  be able to report the 
number of parole hearings and paroled inmates by month.  This latter finding is of particular 
interest to the Department because of concern expressed by the Kentucky Parole Board that 
some jails are delinquent in sending in  progress reports or other requested information for state 
inmates who are eligible for a parole hearing.  We asked jailers how they keep track of whether 
this information has been sent to the Parole Board in a timely manner.    

All of the jailers who house state inmates reported that they follow a similar procedure.  The 
state inmate coordinator (or a deputy) receives a list of inmates eligible for parole from the 
Parole Board with a request for a progress report about their behavior while in jail, their 
participation in programs, etc. Sometimes this information is maintained in the inmate’s files, 
and sometimes it is obtained by interviewing the inmate. The information is compiled and faxed 
to the parole board by the 10th of the following month. Jailers reported that sometimes there 
may be a delay because an inmate has been “traded” to another county jail and the parole 
board is not aware of the transfer or the jail cannot conduct an assessment because the inmate 
has not really been housed in that jail.   

Jailers also reported that there is often a lag between the time the Parole Board has made 
its recommendation and the time it takes for the parole officer to do his/her investigation and 
send the final release papers.   

Inmate Programs & Services Provided in Jails 
Educational and Personal Development Programs Available in County Jails 

There is wide variation across the state’s jails in the number and types of educational, 
vocational, or personal development programs that are available for state inmates housed in 
jails across the state.  The number and types of  these programs  appears to be most limited by 
the availability of: (a) classroom space; (b) jail staff to supervise the programs; (c) funding to pay 
for the programs; and (d) qualified and reputable program facilitators.  See Table 11 below for a 
summary by program.  

Table 11. Inmate Programs in Jails 
           Number of Jails Percent 
GED program 24 96% 
Other educational programs (e.g., library services, 
vocational, etc.) 

20 80% 

Alcoholics Anonymous program 21 84% 
Narcotics Anonymous program 15 60% 
Other Alcohol & drug prevention programs 9 36% 
Parenting, anger management, family or personal 
development programs 

11 44% 

NOTE: Jailers were allowed multiple answers so responses do not add up to 100%. 
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About 84% (21) of the jails in our study said they offer Alcoholics Anonymous programs, 
60% (15) said they offer Narcotics Anonymous programs, and 36% (9) said they offer other 
alcohol and drug prevention programs. Almost all of the jails offer library services, primarily 
using books donated by the community. Some even have law libraries, and others buy books 
out of their canteen fund. Libraries are usually operated by jail staff, and there is a significant 
amount of variation as to how often these services and educational programs are offered.  
Frequency of programming depends in large part on the space and staff available and the 
number of inmates. However, in addition to GED classes and having some sort of library 
available for use by inmates, more than half of the jails draw upon community resources and 
offer various types of programs.  Among our random sample of jails, we found that the following 
types of programs are available to state inmates:  

 Six jailers (24%) reported a number of other educational classes such as Adult Literacy, 
English as a Second Language Classes for Spanish speaking inmates, and some offer 
correspondence courses in basic English, science, etc.  

 Vocational classes are offered by 18 (72%) jails, including gardening and horticulture, 
small appliance repair, computer usage, a labor and construction program in conjunction 
with Habitat for Humanity, job preparation and life skills, a Kitchen Certification Program 
and a Food Handler Certification Program, which meets the certification criteria of the 
restaurant.  

 Twelve (48%) jails offer at least one personal development, physical health 
development, and/or mental health promotion program, such as parenting, criminal 
recovery educational workshop (CREW), DUI classes, smoking cessation, drug 
counseling and rehabilitation, and marriage counseling.   

 Seven (28%) jails offer anger management programs. 

 Although much less common, 7 (28%) jails offer family support programs, such as 
parenting and family literacy.  

Some jails reported that they cannot offer other types of educational programs due to lack of 
staff resources, space, and security (related to the need to search donated library books before 
making them available to inmates). A few jails volunteered that they would like to offer more 
classes and that it could be possible if they were able to offer classes outside of the jail to state 
inmates. One county reported that its jail already does that in conjunction with a community 
college in the county. 

Alcoholics Anonymous (AA), Narcotic Anonymous (NA) and Other Substance Abuse 
Prevention Programs 

As mentioned earlier, all jailers reported that a very high percentage of the inmates housed 
in their jails are there for drug-related crimes.  All but four (16%) jails reported having an AA 
program.  Those that do not said that they either do not have the resources or they cannot find 
reputable volunteers to facilitate the program.  Many jails offer NA as part of their AA program.  
A number of jails reported that they do not offer NA programs because they do not have 
qualified sponsors or instructors.     

The most common response to the question of why other alcohol and drug prevention 
programs besides AA and NA are not available for jail inmates was lack of funds, followed by 
lack of staff and space.  However,  jailers said they are interested in being able to offer these 
types of programs if sponsors could be developed or if they could be funded through grants or 
by partnering with community mental health agencies. A few jailers reported that they are 
currently working with local psychologists to present programs such as “Thinking for a 
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Change”—an integrated cognitive behavior change program. One jailer said that he would like 
to replicate a program that is offered in Lexington called HOPE, where female inmates can earn 
privileges and have their children come to live with them. 

Treatment of Addicts. While a few jailers said that drug addicts are usually sent to drug 
rehabilitation programs in state-run hospitals, others reported that drug rehabilitation programs 
are too expensive.   While a few said that medication is sometimes used, one specifically said 
that “narcotic medication” is not allowed in the jail for any reason, including depression or some 
other mental health condition.   

Religious Services 
All jailers reported that they offer religious programs, and most said that services are either 

non-denominational or that a number of religious denominations in the community hold weekly 
religious services in the jails. One jailer reported that 21 churches in his community present 
services at his jail each week.  Many jails have regular Bible study groups in addition to 
services. According to the study, jails rely mostly on volunteers to present religious services. 
One jailer reported that his jail  has a fulltime chaplain on staff.  Another jailer reported that the 
Good News Jail Ministry provides a chaplain to the jail for 40 hours per week.   

Several jailers said they followed Muslim food guidelines for Muslim inmates.  A few jails 
reported that any volunteers, including ministers or other church representatives, must go 
through a training program before they can come into the jail.  

Resources and Financial Support for Programs & Services 
There is wide variation across the state’s jails with respect to how programs that are 

facilitated by professionals (rather than by volunteers) are financially supported.  Some jails 
have allocations in their general fund budgets to pay for such programs; some use commissary 
profits.  Most seem to use a combination of funds and community resources.  Typically, grants 
from the state to the local board of education are used to pay for GED instructors in jails.  
Several jails reported that they pay for the GED testing ($60) out of commissary fees, and 
inmates typically pay for correspondence courses as well as DUI courses they are required to 
take.  Some draw upon resources available through their local Board of Education or Adult 
Learning Center to present ELS or adult literacy classes.   

A few jails in our study demonstrated a significant amount of creativity and resourcefulness 
in identifying mechanisms for funding and implementing inmate programs.  For example, some 
draw upon professionals working out of their regional Comprehensive Care Center or other 
state-supported mental health services, and sometimes these individuals are paid out of federal 
or state grants.  Others have collaborated with local social services agencies or comprehensive 
care centers to write grants for substance abuse prevention programs or to obtain mental health 
counseling for inmates in their jails.  A few jails have obtained grants for training, radios, or other 
equipment or have received grants from the Department of Justice as part of the State’s 
Criminal Alien Assistance Act.  Some jails have tapped foundations such as the Dollar General 
Store foundation to pay for programs.  Others have developed excellent relationships with their 
local churches, inter-faith counseling services, or other non-profit organizations, which often 
provide volunteers to teach classes on life skills to inmates.  One jail offers a smoking cessation 
class that is provided by the county’s health department.  

One of the more innovative programs offered by a jail is a six-week basic computer 
operation class that is coordinated by HOPE, a not-for-profit-organization, which runs the 
program with donated older computers from a local bank.  After the inmates are released from 
jail, they take a one-week refresher class and are then given a computer free of charge.  
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Another jail reported that business people in its community volunteer to teach a financial 
planning program that includes topics like budgeting and how to balance a checkbook.   

Medical Services 
In addition to the usual kinds of medical issues that are part of any residential institution, 

jailers reported that the health problems related to methamphetamine and other drug use 
among inmates are creating a huge problem in county jails.  These health problems include skin 
sores, which cause the rapid spread of the staphylococcus infection among inmates, and a 
serious dental condition destroying teeth and gums caused by the use of lithium in the 
methamphetamine mixture.     

Jails are not equipped to handle inmates with serious illnesses. Because of the high cost of 
medical treatment, one jailer said that the jail sometimes tries to “bond out” a county inmate who 
has a serious illness so that the jail is not responsible for the treatment.  Again, we found 
significant variation across the 25 jails regarding how medical services are provided to inmates. 
Table 12 below summarizes our findings. 

Table 12. How are medical care and services provided to state inmates in your jail? 
 Number of Jails Percent 

Contract with local doctors, nurses or heath providers 
who come to the jail from 1-3 times per week to 
review “medical requests” 

13 52% 

Contract with a provider to have medical personnel 
on-site most of the time 

4 16% 

Have medical personnel on staff 9 36% 

Use a combination of medical personnel on staff and 
contracts with a local medical provider 

1 4% 

  
Nine (36%) jails reported that they have medical personnel (most often a nurse) on staff. A 

majority of the jails (52%) contract with a medical provider company to have medical personnel 
on-site most of the time, and some (16%) contract with local doctors, nurses or heath providers 
who come to the jail from 1-3 times per week to review “medical requests.”  One (4%) jail uses a 
combination of medical personnel on staff and contracts with a local medical provider. 

The state pays jails an additional $1.91 per day per state inmate to pay for routine medical 
costs.  While  the Class C & D Operations Manual specifies that “no medical reimbursements 
shall be charged to any prisoner that the Department of Corrections is financially responsible for 
housing,”  more than half of the jails in our sample reported that they charge inmates a co-pay 
for their medical services. The amount of the co-pay ranged from $3 to $35, with an average of 
$12.  Sometimes the amount the jail charges varies according to whether the inmate sees a 
nurse or a doctor or if the inmate needs medication.  While some jailers said they do not charge 
a co-pay to state inmates, others said they charge state inmates a co-pay, and county inmates 
have to pay the full amount. The co-pay charges are added to the inmate’s “bill” that is due 
when the inmate is released but  are often not collected.    

For medical emergencies, some jailers reported that a protocol is followed, such as a triage 
approach to determine the severity of the emergency. Most of the jails reported that they 
immediately call 911, and their local EMS or ambulance service takes the inmate to the closest 



 

 
 

24

hospital, whenever a medical emergency occurs. Most deputies have been trained in CPR and 
other emergency procedures. One jailer said his jail  has a trained EMT working on every shift. 

Community Work Programs 
Across the state, we found wide variation in the types of work programs that state inmates 

participate in. (See table 13 below).  In addition, the way the work programs operate and are 
managed by jail staff varies significantly by county.  All of the jails (100%) reported that inmates 
participate in trash pickup  programs.  Some reported that these inmates are supervised by jail 
staff using trucks and other equipment purchased out of jail or commissary funds, and others  
reported that the program is operated through the state and county road departments. In the 
latter case, the supervising staff has to go through training, and the jail staff monitors them and 
their supervision periodically. Some jails participate in the State’s Litter Abatement program and 
receive grant funds from the state to operate the program and to pay for supervision staff.    

Table 13. Jail Inmate Work Programs 
 Number of 

Jails 
Percent 

Inmates participating in roadside trash pick up 25 100% 

Inmates participating in park maintenance, grass mowing, or 
landscaping of public or non-profit property 

25 100% 

Inmates participating in the repair or maintenance of animal 
shelters, or other public or non-profit building 

22 88% 

Inmates participating in any other community work activities 23 92% 

 
One significant difference in how work programs are implemented involves determining  

which inmates are allowed to participate.  In some counties, state inmates participate fully in all 
work programs in the community as long as they have been assessed as a lower-level security 
risk. One jailer reported that he rotates the work assignments so that inmates never know where 
they will be going on a work detail, which reduces  security risks.  In some counties, state 
inmates are only allowed to work inside the jail, and county misdemeanant offenders are the 
only inmates allowed to work in the community. Some jailers (and in some cases, the county 
judge executive) will not allow any local inmate to work out in the community regardless of risk 
level or seriousness of the offense, so only inmates from other counties can participate in trash 
pickup or other community work programs. Some jailers reported that their community work 
programs are very limited because of staffing, and one stated that his county attorney requires 
an armed guard to be present. These differences in how work programs are implemented have 
an important impact on how much the jail contributes financially to the community’s public works 
needs.  

In addition to trash pickup, there are numerous other work activities that save state and 
county governments millions of dollars each year. Considering the work activities listed below 
that jail inmates across the state are performing every day, one has to wonder if overcrowded 
jails with their endless supply of free labor has, for some counties, become sort of an ad hoc 
community work program, such as the one implemented under the Roosevelt administration 
following the depression. Some of the work activities that jail inmates are performing for their 
counties on a regular basis are:    

 Cemetery cleaning-related work program. 
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 Repairing, painting, cleaning and other maintenance of public buildings, such as the 
county’s courthouse, firehouse; youth, senior citizen, and other community use centers,  
health department, extension office, park buildings, picnic and animal shelters, county 
storage buildings, museums and other county historical sites. 

 Installing sidewalks and new lights for the city. 

 Providing assistance for setting up and cleaning up after community events, festivals, 
parades, concerts. 

 Assisting with maintaining wildlife habitats; installing fish beds in county lakes.  

 Providing construction labor for building public buildings such as shelters, youth centers, 
jail additions, playgrounds. 

 Pickup and disposal of recyclable items. 

 Maintenance, repair, and cleaning of county-owned vehicles such as police cars. 

 Unloading and passing out food for senior citizens. 

 Assisting in the Head Start program warehouse. 

 Landscaping, flower planting, and gardening on public grounds. 

As one jailer put it, “If they closed this jail tomorrow, there would be a great public outcry 
because the people of this county have come to depend on these inmates to do so many things 
in this community.”  In contrast, one jailer commented, “If it was up to me, they’d all be out 
bustin’ rocks all day.”  The counties that work closely with their local government officials and  
public organizations’ representatives to provide supervision training for their staff to oversee  
these maintenance, repair, and construction work activities clearly benefit more from the work of 
state inmates than those that restrict community work because of understaffing and the 
unavailability of armed guards.  One jailer reported that his jail even pays for insurance for these 
inmates in case they are injured on the job.   

Relationship Between Jails and Their Communities 
Jailers are aware of the stigma associated with jails and people who spend time in jails.   

Members of the general public sometimes have stereotypical images of jail inmates and have 
exaggerated fears about inmates working in the community or having community members 
volunteer to provide services to the jail. As one jailer put it, “most community members are not 
interested in activities or programs in the county jail until a family member is arrested and goes 
to jail.” 

The media can be a helpful resource in publicizing the contributions that inmates make to 
their county  while they are serving their time.  The jailers in our sample report that their local 
newspapers and radio stations cover both news stories, such as lawsuits, suicides, etc. in their 
jails, and also human interest stories with photos of inmates cleaning up old graveyards or 
installing new lights or sidewalks in the city.  

Some jailers seem to have a natural talent for public relations and are more skilled than 
others in using the media to draw attention to community service work performed by jail inmates 
and needs (such as GED instructors or AA facilitators) that could be met by drawing upon 
community resources.  These jailers go far beyond the standard monthly or quarterly reporting 
to their fiscal court and make a concerted effort to work with community groups to promote the 
jail as an important provider of community services and to educate the public about the 
consequences of crime and of drug use. Several jailers reported that they do public speaking at 
community events and civic organizations’ meetings. Several mentioned that they collaborate 
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with their local newspaper to write articles about what is happening at the jail. At least two of the 
jailers reported that they have a web site with a lot of information about the jail and what is 
happening there. One jailer even posts the pictures of inmates on the website. Another  jailer 
mentioned that he likes to have inmates leave orange trash bags on the roads for 2 days so 
people know they are working; he also has inmates participate in highly visible activities that 
gain public support, such as putting up flags, picking up recyclables at schools, and painting the 
ball park fence. 

More than half of the jailers reported that they collaborate with other local community 
organizations to bring services or programs to their jails. Often these are churches or other civic 
groups such as the Lions Club, the YMCA, the county Fair Board, Senior Citizen groups, and 
the Disabled American Veterans organization. Some community groups work with the jails to 
provide gifts at Christmas for inmates and their children. In turn, these community groups 
sometimes ask for inmate assistance in setting up and cleaning up after community events and 
festivals.  One community group sponsors an annual art contest that displays and auctions off  
the inmates’ art.  Proceeds go to a local battered women’s shelter.  A number of jailers reported 
that they give talks at schools to children about drugs; some  take inmates to schools to talk to 
kids, and others offer jail tours for 5th and 6th graders on field trips.  Some of the community’s 
commercial establishments, like Wal-Mart, donate food to the jail.  

Although beyond the scope of this study, one has to wonder if these interactions and 
reciprocal relationships between the jail and the community have some latent positive impact on 
reducing the stigmatizing effect of incarceration on inmates who return to the community.   

Proposed Jail Compensation Incentive System 
This report highlights significant differences among the state’s county jails with regard to 

how state inmates are managed, the quality of jail management, the challenges jailers face and 
solutions they have developed, as well as the level of professionalism among jailers and jail 
staff.  Although some of the detailed descriptions we have provided on these differences and 
types of variations may be of interest and somewhat enlightening, much of what we learned will 
not be news to the Department. On-site jail visits by the Commissioner and his staff to various 
facilities, as well as reports twice a year from the states’ jail inspectors, had already noted many 
of the findings of this study. The purpose of this study is to systematically examine these 
differences across a random sample of jails to help the Department develop an incentive system 
for compensating jails that are doing a better job in housing state inmates.  According to the 
KRS statutes, jails are only required to provide three meals and a 40 square-foot sleeping 
space, otherwise known in the field’s vernacular as “three hots and a cot,” as well as a certain 
amount of daily physical exercise. According to the Department’s Class C and D Program 
Operations Manual, jails are expected to provide GED classes for state inmates. Beyond that, 
there are no clear guidelines or enforcement procedures with regard to how the state inmate 
program is operated in each jail or how that program is monitored and supervised by DOC.  This 
was evident from our research—some jails clearly provide the bare minimum of services and 
programs for the per diem they receive from the state, while others are able to leverage the 
state’s financial support for housing state inmates and provide additional services by using 
community resources to enhance the state inmate program.  

It has become clear in this evaluation that before a jail can participate in a specific incentive 
program for state inmates, several prerequisites need to be implemented at the DOC  and  local 
levels. The clear intention of the state inmate program is to have local jails provide a level of 
programming for state inmates that is similar to that provided in state prisons.  Further, the 
program is intended to allow state inmates classified as minimal custody to serve out their 
sentences in a local jail facility, which theoretically could provide more access to rehabilitative 
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community resources.  In that context, this study has found that some jails with state inmates 
are meeting the intended objectives of the program, while others clearly are not.  Therefore, our 
first set of recommendations relates to criteria that we believe must be met for a jail to qualify to  
house state inmates. Once these objectives are met, jails could become eligible to receive 
additional compensation through an incentive system based on performance.  In the following 
sections, we present recommendations for the criteria that could be used for implementing such 
an incentive program. Finally, there are overarching considerations related to a statewide 
strategy for implementing the program. These include such issues as statewide inmate 
management, staff, resources, and DOC control over the program.  

The recommendations presented below are categorized into  three basic areas: (a) Minimal 
Jail Operations Criteria for Eligibility to Participate in the State’s Class C and Class D Program; 
(b) Recommended Elements of an Incentive System for Additional Jail Compensation for 
Housing State Inmates; and (c) Additional Recommendations for Developing a Statewide Jails 
Strategy.   

Minimal Jail Eligibility Criteria  
It is apparent from our site visits to the 25 jails that some jails do not have the space and 

staff to adequately accommodate state inmates who are eligible to serve out their sentences in 
a county jail.  Further, some jails that may have the space and staff for a state inmate program 
do not have the resources to implement the  program as it was originally intended. Still other 
jails may have the space and resources, but their fiscal court system and/or judges may place 
restrictions on how the state inmate program is implemented.  Consequently, the first 
recommendation of the study team is that the state inmate program be limited to only those jails 
that have demonstrated the ability to comply with the provisions of the operations manual for the 
Class C and Class D program. The following are recommendations for defining the minimal jail 
operations criteria for a jail to be eligible to have a state inmate program: 

Contractual Agreement between DOC and County Jail.  There should be clear evidence of 
the ability of the jailer to work closely with the political leadership in the community to develop 
cooperative relationships and gain support for the state inmate program.  Both the jailer and the 
county judge executive should be committed to the objectives of the program and affirm the 
need for rehabilitative and community work programs available to state inmates in their local jail.  
Jails wishing to participate in the state inmate program should sign a memorandum of 
agreement with the DOC acknowledging their understanding of the minimal conditions and 
expectations spelled out in the operations manual and their agreement to comply.  The 
agreement should be signed by the county’s jailer as well as the County Judge Executive.   

 State Inmate Operational Requirements.  Minimal requirements for programming available 
to state inmates need to be clearly explained, and procedures for maintaining complete 
documentation of inmate activities and program participation should be specified.  Jails should 
be able to demonstrate that they can and will keep complete documentation and are able to 
produce regular reports on program participation, state inmate movement and transfers, and 
community work program participation and supervision. DOC needs to update and expand the 
operations manual for the state inmate program so that it clearly specifies the objectives and 
expectations the state has for how the program is to be implemented, including legal guidelines 
on inmate attendance of religious services. 

Program/Classroom Space.  Jails should be able to demonstrate that they have adequate 
space to offer educational programs such as GED, adult literacy, library services, and 
substance abuse prevention to all state inmates. Further, jails that also offer life skills courses 
and vocational programs to these inmates should be given preference for housing state 
inmates.   
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Staffing. Jails should be able to demonstrate that they have appropriate levels of qualified 
staff (i.e., staff to inmate ratio) to administer the state inmate program, including a designated 
state inmate coordinator who is responsible for maintaining records for meritorious and 
educational good time, monitoring inmate pay and medical care and compliance with the 
Operations Manual, preparing reports on inmate participation in programs, processing  parole 
board information, and supervising  state inmates in community work programs.  

Resources.  Jails should be able to demonstrate that they have the financial resources as 
well as community resources to provide qualified instructors for educational programs and other 
programs designed to develop life skills and address mental health issues among state inmates.   
There should be clear evidence of the jail’s efforts to take advantage of community resources 
that may be available for rehabilitative activities and programs.  

Housing of Females. Jails should demonstrate that they have the capacity to house female 
state inmates in their county.  Because jails often do not have adequate space for housing 
females, the problem of overcrowding may disproportionately affect female inmates.  Further, if 
one objective of the state inmate program is to allow minimum custody inmates to serve out 
their sentences in close proximity to their families and support networks, it is discriminatory to 
send female minimal custody inmates to a facility in another county that will make visitation a 
hardship for their families.  Jails should also demonstrate that they allow eligible female inmates 
to participate in community work programs.                

Recommended Elements of an Incentive System  
The study team recommends that an incentive system should be structured so that any 

additional compensation is in the form of merit bonuses that are distributed to eligible jails 
annually based on certain jail performance outcome measures.  Some elements of the incentive 
system could be paid out as an annual bonus based on documented quantitative outcome 
measures, such as the number and percentage of inmates preparing for the GED, taking 
practice tests, and taking the formal tests, and those receiving GED certificates, while additional 
one-time bonuses could be paid to the jail for accomplishing goals that clearly enhance or 
improve the state inmate program.  Those goals eligible for bonus could be negotiated with 
DOC and specified in a Program Improvement Plan (PIP) that would be developed each year by 
the jailer and submitted to DOC for review.  Jail performance assessments could be determined 
by compliance checks conducted during the bi-annual jail inspection process.  Jail performance 
standards that could be included as part of an incentive system could include the following 
elements:  

1. Completion of monthly program reports by the state inmate coordinator that include 
number and percentage of state inmates participating in rehabilitative and community 
work programs, number and percentage of state inmates completing GED, and timely 
processing of information requested by the parole board. 

2. Assessment by the parole board on turnaround time for requesting and receiving 
information on inmates eligible for parole, release date, etc.  

3. Orientation sessions  given to state inmates that spell out expectations and incentives 
for program participation (e.g. rules for participation, programs available, and benefits of 
participation such as good time for completing GED).  Inmates could sign a form saying 
they have received the orientation and their questions have been answered. 

4. Evidence of efforts to bring in new programs such as life skills, substance abuse 
prevention, and treatment and vocational programs.  
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5. Additional one time bonus for innovative programs such as obtaining computers from 
local businesses for inmate training and use.  

6. Additional bonus for demonstrated activities aimed at increasing the number of 
community volunteers to work with class D inmates. 

The study team also recommends that DOC adopt the Performance Standards and 
Expected Practices that have been developed by the American Correctional Association for 
Adult Local Detention Facilities. A number of performance standards and expected practices 
address programs and activities designed to “help inmates  successfully return to the 
community and reduce the negative effects of confinement.” ACA has developed outcome 
measures (e.g., the number of inmates who pass GED exams divided by the number who were 
sentenced to the jail for 6 months or more) that could be incorporated into the jail inspection 
system and used as a criterion for eligibility for additional compensation. (“Performance-Based 
Standards for Adult Local Detention Facilities – Fourth Edition” American Correctional 
Association, June 2004—See Appendix D for relevant sections of this document). In addition, a 
number of studies suggest that jails offer a valuable opportunity to reach a population of 
substance abusers that are often missed in community treatment and prevention programs 
(Krebs et al., 2003).  Because corrections-based treatment has been shown to be effective (De 
Leon, Melnick, Thomas, Kressel, & Wexler, 2000; Person & Lipton, 1999), the study team 
recommends that DOC consider sponsoring substance abuse programs and treatment in high-
performing jails as an additional incentive for implementing these much needed programs.  

Additional Recommendations for Developing a Statewide Jails Strategy 
The state inmate program for housing minimum custody state inmates in local jails was a 

good idea—in theory.  It prevented the state from building more and expensive prisons; it 
allowed minimal custody inmates to serve out their sentences in their communities, creating 
more opportunities for them to remain integrated in their family network. However, as mentioned 
earlier, some counties do not have the minimal capacity and resources to operate a program for 
state inmates, which can  result in significant and potentially troubling variations in how the 
program is implemented.  Building more jails or expanding existing jails may be necessary given 
the increasing number of incarcerated felons.  However, the study team believes that county 
governments should only take such steps after working closely with the DOC to conduct a 
thorough assessment of need and the potential costs and sources of revenue to adequately 
support a state inmate program that can be implemented according to the intended objectives.   

As noted, one complicating factor that influences how the program is managed is the 
qualifications of the jailer, who serves as the key manager of such a program.  In Kentucky, 
where jailers are elected, one must merely be resident of the county and at least 24 years old to 
run for this office.   It is common knowledge across the Commonwealth that some jails are 
managed by extremely competent jailers whose families have been in the business for years.  
Other jailers come to their jobs with much less experience and/or education, and this is 
sometimes reflected in the management of their jails.  All of these factors influence how the 
state inmate program is implemented and managed, and it is the opinion of this study team that 
a statewide jails strategy, developed and implemented under the leadership of the DOC, is 
desperately needed.  We recommend that the following actions be taken to develop such a 
strategy: 

Commission a one-year project to develop a statewide strategy to examine and formulate 
action plans for such issues as: 

 Jail staff improvements, including the qualifications of Jailers and correctional staff; the 
need for more systematic corrections training for jail staff such as a training academy; 
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and differential training for urban and rural jailers. Special training in cultural sensitivity 
regarding gender and ethnic differences should be given high priority.  

 Increasing pay for correctional officers, Hazardous Duty pensions, and other benefit 
improvements. 

 Establishing a formalized staff training plan and formal performance evaluation 
procedures. 

 Establishing regional jails in areas that can not support a sufficient facility to house state 
inmates. 

 Developing possible plans for a psychiatric unit available to state inmates housed in jails 
or other alternatives to address the problem of jails becoming a “dumping ground” for the 
mentally ill.  

 Improve the management of medical services and consider various options. 

 Implement the state inmate program only in jails that have demonstrated the minimum 
capacity to implement the program according to the intended objectives. 

 Develop and Implement an incentive system to reward  jails with high performance 
outcomes and reinforce the notion that the overall objective is to keep high-performing 
jails full and low-performing jails empty. 

 Develop a statewide strategy for state inmate program participation that includes criteria 
for participation in the state inmate program in terms of facilities, programs, staff, quality, 
and quantity. 

 Address “sentencing” reimbursement policy and abolish practices that may inadvertently 
encourage keeping state inmates after they have been paroled. 

 Review contracts and operational guidelines that other states use for housing state 
inmates in county jails, and incorporate elements that have proven effective in those 
states.  

 Examine the feasibility of supporting jails for state inmates programs that are 
geographically placed so as to provide inmates opportunities for serving their sentences 
near their home communities. 

As part of the statewide jails strategy study, establish a Jails Strategy Task Force that 
includes the best and brightest minds across the state in corrections, jails management, and 
other related criminal justice fields.  Such a committee could ultimately become a permanent 
advisory group to provide information to the Kentucky legislature when they are considering 
creating or revising statutes that could have an impact on the operation of jails and other 
correctional facilities. 

Other General Recommendations for DOC to Consider  
The Department of Corrections could undertake a number of other actions to improve the 

state inmate program.  The study team recommends the following actions for consideration: 

 Co-author a manual with the state auditor and the Kentucky Jailers Association on uses 
of commissary funds so that they truly benefit inmate programs and rehabilitative 
services. 

 Work with jailers, district judges, and circuit court judges to develop cooperative 
relationships and  get them on board on sentencing and programs for state inmates.  



 

 
 

31

 Educate jailers on how to work with their communities to provide services such as clean 
up and repair so that they foster more community involvement in jail activities. 

 Consider offering incentives for jailers who have demonstrated high professional 
standards,  who head well-managed jails, and who use solid business practices in their 
overall operation of the jail to work with other jailers to make improvements.  More peer 
outreach to low-performing jails is needed. 

 Develop mechanisms for monitoring and enforcing the policies and procedures that are 
specified in the Class C and D Operations Manual to ensure that jails housing state 
inmates are in compliance.  

 Have state inspectors conduct periodic inmate surveys to assess inmates’ perceptions 
on security issues, programs and services available, etc., and consider some a priori 
standards that could be part of a merit bonus incentive system.   

Summary 
In summary, Kentucky’s jails face enormous challenges with the increasing number of 

inmates that result from a trend over the last decade or more toward more and longer 
incarceration for certain offenses.  Tightening of State jail standards and requirements for the 
state inmate program has reduced the number of operating jails in Kentucky from 120 to 73. 
However, the number of inmates and the costs associated with housing them has exploded 
(Lawson, 2005). Further, Lawson (2005 conversation) reports that district courts have gotten 
tougher on pretrial release decisions and are now releasing barely more than 50% of the 
percentage of inmates they released in the 1980s (down from 40% to 23%).  When this decline 
is combined with the higher number of arrests (155,000 in 1986 and 210,000 in 2003), the jails 
and local governments find themselves with a much bigger burden.  Additionally, Lawson 
believes that these same courts have toughened penalties for public order crimes and have 
added to the burden on jails and local government for the incarceration of minor offenders.  
These developments are relevant to the constant demands by local authorities for more money 
from the state for jail operations.  All of these factors have compelled county officials to lobby 
the Kentucky legislature for relief in the form of increased per diem for state inmates.  There has 
been increased debate among corrections officials across the state regarding whether the state 
or county government should be responsible for housing costs for inmates charged with a felony 
prior to conviction.  There has also been increasing discussion regarding the idea of the state 
taking over management and oversight of the county jails, which could include more 
consolidation of smaller counties into regional jails.   

In 2005, the State legislature increased the per diem paid to county jails by $4; however, this 
increase was not tied to any performance criteria whatsoever.  This study confirms that in the 
absence of clear standards, levels of service, and program outcome measures for the jails, the 
state is receiving differential services for the same per diem amount paid to jails for state 
inmates.  DOC expects that pressure from counties to increase the state’s per diem amount will 
continue as operational costs for jails escalate further and more counties seek relief for their 
inadequate facilities and staffing needs.  Nearly half of the jailers in our study mentioned that 
they need a new facility or need to expand the existing facility.  Better pay and better benefits for 
staff was mentioned as a top concern by one-third of the jailers, and nearly as many said more 
training is needed.  Medical care is increasingly becoming a burden for jails, and programs for 
inmates who are either addicted to substances or have serious mental health issues are 
inadequate.  

An incentive system that rewards the jails that are making efforts to meet the objectives of 
the state inmate program and to improve or increase their programs available to state inmates 
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would be a step in the right direction.  However, some jails do not have the capacity to 
adequately meet the goals of the state inmate program, and the state should develop a 
comprehensive strategy for assessing the capacity of full-service jails to participate fully in the 
program. A coordinated initiative that considers projections for the state’s inmate population 
county by county over the next decade, as well as a strategic plan for how to best address these 
demands, is sorely needed.  The State needs to assume a leadership role in helping counties 
determine whether or not it is cost-effective to expand or build a new jail and in assisting smaller 
counties in coordinating their efforts and pooling their resources to build regional jails.  Further, 
the training and qualifications of jailers and their staff needs to be reviewed and revised.  
Consistent jail performance standards are needed and must be consistently enforced so that 
state inmates housed in county jails are receiving comparable programs and services and are 
given opportunities to improve themselves while confined. 
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